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Before: CANBY, KLEINFELD, and BERZON, Circuit Judges.

Renfroe appeals the district court’s denial of his 28 U.S.C. § 2254 habeas

petition, challenging his conviction for first degree murder, first degree residential

robbery, assault with a firearm, and first degree residential burglary.
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Renfroe argues that the district judge should not have allowed Officer Pack,

a gang expert, to testify to Renfroe’s gang membership because it was irrelevant

and unduly prejudicial.  In United States v. Abel, the Supreme Court held that the

district court permissibly allowed testimony about the defendant’s gang

membership to show that a witness’s testimony was biased.1  The Court went on to

say “[p]roof of bias is almost always relevant because the jury, as finder of fact and

weigher of credibility, has historically been entitled to assess all evidence which

might bear on the accuracy and truth of a witness’ testimony.”2  The California

Court of Appeal decision was not contrary to or an unreasonable application of

Abel.  The state-court adjudication did not result in (1) “a decision that was

contrary to, or involved an unreasonable application of, clearly established Federal

Law, as determined by the Supreme Court of the United States;”3 or (2) “a decision

that was based on an unreasonable determination of the facts in light of the

evidence presented in the State court proceeding.”4

Petition DENIED.


